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10/582,435, 68833, Conf, No, 4864, Ex. Abdalta 

Claims 1-33 are pending and stand rejected. Inadequate examination is 

of the applied pi sot at; C v-s at d- ; u»c rejections be withdrawn and the application 
allov ed witho >j< 3 > Applicant to the delay and expense of a full appeal. 

4 i he Aclk v s ns 1-7 9, and 11-12 as nnvciuated by Li (US 
6, 11 9, J 62), Fails to Cite Clients Comprising Separate Residential or Business Units. 

Independent claims 1 and 1 3 define, among other things, combining resources of 

clients that comprise "separate residential units or business units." Li fails to teach combining 

resources of separate residence or business units as in claims 1 and 13, and thus the anticipation 

rejection is improper. The Examiner has not pointed out where Li teaches a separate residential 

or business unit that is treated as a client for combining resources. Instead, the Examiner cites 

Li's individual computers 12, which are clients for an individual LAN. This is the only client 

cited in Li. To the extent that the computer 12 is alleged to teach a "residential unit" or "business 

unit" client, this interpretation is incorrect from the language of the claims themselves and/or 

from reference to the specification. "The broadest reasonable interpretation of the claims must 

also be consistent with the interpretation that those skilled in the art would reach." MPEP §2111, 

The specification (P4) states, "[CJlients are residential units, such as houses or 

apartments, A high percentage of the units have a form of wired internet access. In some 

preferred embodiments, each client has a wired Internet connection." Thus, resources of separate 

houses and apartments can be leveraged. Claim 1 requires sharing communication resource 

connection of a network d 'Sv <. <. al units or business units." Claim 13 requires 

pooling Internet access connections of a community of "separate residential units or business 

includes "one or more computet,' smeK v ed bv ;x <. co\ x 

and business units can each include a separate LAN. As claimed, resources of clients comprising 
separate residential and or business units are combined. A formed network of these clients is 
unlike a private LAN. Resources are leveraged to enhance broadband access. 
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10/582,435, 68813, Conf. No. 4864, Ex. Abdalla 

By contrast, Li (C4, L33-39) teaches a LAN 10 that is a network of computers 12. 
Neither LAN 10 nor computers 12 corresponds to separate residential or business units. Also, no 
resource sharing of separate residential or business units is taught by Li. Computers 12 share a 
connection to an ISP 16. A best server is selected and used as a gateway device, improving the 
operation of existing private LANs. Li seeks to make an operational private LAN, particularly 
home LANs that don't benefit from network administrators and other resources available to 
business LANs, to avoid difficulties when a server through which Internet access is provided 
fails. C3, L I 0-3 5 & 55-62. Li thus provides a dynamic server that permits a computer in a LAN 
to select a new server if a current "server is shut down or disconnected from the network" or "if a 
new one of computers 12 becomes available that would be a better server". C5, L28-37. The 
present invention, instead, can form client communities to leverage available client resources. 

The Examiner cites the possibility of multiple phone lines or active services in Li 
to allegedly teach the separate residential units or business units. Li teaches, "[I]f there are 
multiple telephone lines, the server selection agent software may be altered to handle more than 
one active server, and the state that searches for active servers may determine which of the active 
servers to use based on the load at each active server. Additionally, if there are multiple active 
servers, each computer may route network traffic through more than one active server to increase 
network bandwidth." €12, L29-37. However, a single private LAN (as in Li) having even 
hundreds of phone lines and active servers still does not teach the ret uiret . , , t evidential 
units or business units." Further, FIGs. 2-3 and the associated description concern methods for 
picking an active server in a LAN. There is no comparable des> n o using "multiple active 
servers", and indeed that goal is not fairly enabled in Li. 

B. Li's Alleged' Potential' is Insufficient So Support a - 

The May 21, 2010 Advisory Action (P2) alleges that computers 12 are actually 
"premises" that "lake the form of separate residential or commercial, premises." Further alleged 
is that the "potential functions" of the ''premises" are "interpreted" as separate residential units or 
business units. However, the alleged "premises" and "potential functions" have no specific cite 
to Li, and do not support anticipation, where all features must be taught m a single reference. 

C. , n\ of Dependent Claims 2, i, an supportei 



8 C< No. 48 B Abdaiia 

Li fails to teach establishing a wireless network froni clients that are separate 
residential or business units, as in dependent claims 2 and 4. Li instead concerns a single LAN in 
a residence or business, C6 of Li states that Li's LAN can be formed with various network 
protocols, including wireless LANs, Though Li's clients are computers 12 connected by a 
resource, Li neither discloses nor suggests connecting se c s > ice units. 

Even if the network is formed with telephone lines or power lines, this merely discloses a 
particular network fabric for the computers 12, C6 merely points out other connection schemes 
for running dedicated Ethernet wires at a location. Even if connected tirelessly, Li fails to teach 
forming a wireless network of multiple clients that comprise residential or business units. 

Claim 5 defines a proxy outside the network of business or residential units, while 
claims 11 and 12 further define that the device is accessed through the Internet or is within an 
ISP, respectively. No proxy is disclosed outside of Li's LAN (claim 5), accessed through the 
Internet (claim 1 1), or at an ISP (claim 12). Li teaches that a LAN computer may include proxy 
server software for allowing multiple computers 12 to access one ISP (which is the normal 
operation of a home router). Each computer on Li's LAN must act as a proxy server to 
implement a proxy cascade, C8, 1,30-37. Li's proxy would be accessed via the LAN medium 



(Ethernet cable, home phone line, etc) versus access via Internet or at an ISP. 

II Ijk " i e \ ^ 

> 1 ! N " s *- - v * 1 

A. Vange Does Not Teach Sharing Resources of Clients Comprising Separate 
Residential Units or Business Units, As Needed for a Prima Facie Case for Obviousness, 
Claims 8, 13-19, 21-26, & 28-33 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Li in view of Vange (US 20020002618 Al). The rejection is respectfully 



traversed. As pointed out above, Li docs s s 
units, as defined in claims 1 and 13. Further, independent claim 22 requires selecting from 
communication resources of a community comprising "separate residential units or business 
units." Nothing in Vange remedies Li's deficiency. Vange also suggests no modifications to Li 
that would suggest the claimed invention due at least to the different goals and operations of Li 
and Vange. Vange offers nothing concerning the operation of a LAN or the selection of an 
actixc sen c; V u t gc does n--t \-r- - » k ,=:r scheme to route traffic through multiple servers in a 
LAN, or to select one or more active servers in the LAN, which is the sole concern of Li. 
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{0/582 435, 68813, Conf. No, 4864, Ex. Abdalla 

The Examiner discusses Vange's environment 100 and different networks 102, 

103 and 104, alleging a "computing environment 100 in which the present invention may be 
implemented." Such networks do not suggest the present invention. Network 101 is a "public 
network such as the Internet", [0026]. The present invention, e.g., could connect separate LANs 

102, 103, 104 together wirelessly, sharing separate connections (via routers 109). Vange as cited 
only shows multiple LANs with their own ISP connection. No suggestion exists to form a 
network of multiple LANs independently leveraging ISP connections of separate LANs. 

B. > „ , ' , , v \ fl/ <y e 
Combined as Alleged Even if All Features of the Claims Were Suggested. 

The rejection ignores differences between a prioritization scheme (as in Vange) 
and server selection for a LAN (as in Li), Vange's scheme is implemented by commercial 
servers trying to download data with a high quality of service. Li appoints a server in a private 
LAN. The Examiner noted that the front-end 201 concerns a web site, not a LAN of clients as in 
Li. Vange permits entities outside of the last mile provider system (cable companies, cell phone 
companies and the like [0010]) to have control over the priority of packets within the last mile 
system. [0018]. A front end server is presented as an interface to the last-mile communication 
system. This server conducts prioritization and buffering to reorder requests before transmitting 
over the Internet or reordering incoming traffic from the Internet to the last-mile. [0020], 
Vange's system relates to e-commerce, providing high quality service for communications that 
most benefit from quality of service guarantees. [0008]- [00 10]. Vange discloses a scheduling 
server acting as an interface between an ISP and the ISP Internet connection. Li, by contrast, 
concerns unsophisticated private LANs, e.g., a hot. v \ \ . o ■> su ^eiver 

selection software. C3, L55-62. h- * ^ ->\ >.:>«)!>, hardware, software, etc., Li and Vange are 
completely unrelated. No artisan would look to Vange to improve Li's server sekvilon «\hcmo 

C. «. v ^ are 'Absent From i>\ 

Claim IS requires "providing a proxy between the device outside of the network 
of clients and a client requesting a client session.' 5 The s ^ - v\ ■> o 

citing C4, L6L-67 •• ^ Li-U T This merely discloses that there is a proxy server as pari of the 
LAN, as required for any LAN to use a single account on an ISP (function of a standard router). 
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In claim 22, the clients comprise separate residential or business units. See, e.g., 
P4, LI -23. A network of such clients is unlike a private LAN (e.g., at a residence in Li) and 
resources are leveraged to enhance broadband access. Nothing in the art of record suggest 
combining resources of separate residence or business units as in claim 22. 

Claims 29, 31 and 33 define each client as a separate LAN. The Examiner again 
cites networks 102, 103, and 104, but fails to show that these networks are networked together to 
share a resource connection, as required by the claims. The cited portions ofVange show nothing 
more than multiple LANs each having their own ISP connection, and there is no indication of 
that ISP connection being shared with other LANs. Vange's resource connection is via routers 
109, but Vange does not disclose that networks 102 and 103 are networked together through 
these routers to share their connections. Vance does not suggest forming a network of the 
multiple LANs independently to leverage ISP connections, in contrast to claims defining 
multiple business or residential units that each have their separate resource connections and each 
comprising its own LAN. There is believed to be no disclosure or suggestion for how the 
network 102, for example, makes use of the router belonging to the network 103 and vice versa. 

Claims 28, 30 and 32 further define encryption of communications of clients to 
protect communications from other clients, which can arise when sharing resources of multiple 
residential or business units. The Examiner relies upon Vange for suggesting encryption in Li, 
but Vange's front end server needs encryption as an access point for client side communications 
for shared last mile connections ([0032]), while Li concerns an individual, private LAN. C3, 
L10-35 & 55-62. A private LAN lacks the same security concerns as a front end server for a last 
mile connection. Vange does not suggest encrypting traffic in a private LAN such as Li's. 

Separate rejections of claims 10, 20 and 27 also rely on Prokop (US 6,870,848), 
and are traversed. Li, C3, L55 et seq., relates to improving operations of a simple household 
LAN without IT support, tcac i o i Prokop 

concerns a telephone network. Cited call sessions, CPC systems, etc. have no commonality of 



,o ^ v - v s e to claims 10 and 20, >. - 

it to requiring each and e\ ery sen e r in the household LAN to conduct pr ervit es 



